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Ralph Stripling et al. (Appellants) seek our review under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 134 of the Examiner's decision rejecting claims 1-5 and 9-11. The 
Examiner objected to claims 6 and 7 as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim. Claim 8 has been cancelled. We have jurisdiction under 
35 U.S.C. § 6(b) (2002). We REVERSE. 
Appellants' claimed invention is a people mover (an escalator). Spec. 

1:1-5. 

Appellants seek review of the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-4, 10, 
and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over: U.S. Patent No. 
5,622,246 to Kubota (issued Apr. 22, 1997) and U.S. Patent No. 4,863,006 
to Kotkata (issued Sep. 5, 1989). Appellants also seek review of the 
Examiner's rejection of claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over: Kubota, Kotkata, and U.S. Patent No. 6,601,688 Bl to Stoxen (issued 
Aug. 5, 2003). Appellants also seek review of the Examiner's rejection of 
claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kubota, Kotaka, and 
U.S. Patent No. 6,267,219 Bl to Spannhake (issued Jul. 31, 2001). 

The Examiner found that Kubota discloses the device of claim 1 , 
including flange elements (410, 430) movably connected to bridge elements 
(412, 423), except that Kubota does not disclose a noncontact sensor 
arranged adjacent to the side skirt. Ans. 3-4, 6-7. The Examiner also found 
that Kotkata discloses a sensor arranged adjacent to the side skirt. Ans. 4. 
The Examiner concluded it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to employ the noncontact sensor of Kotkata in the device of 
Kubota "for the purpose of detecting a problem with the escalator." Ans. 4. 
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Appellants contend that Kubota does not disclose "bridge elements 
connected movably relative to the flange elements" as recited in claim 1. 
Reply Br. 2. 

The issue presented by this appeal is whether the Appellants have 
shown the Examiner erred in determining that Kubota discloses bridge 
elements movably connected relative to flange elements. 

Kubota discloses a rear arcuate abutting portion 410 ("flange") 
integrally formed in upper link 412 ("bridge"), and likewise a front arcuate 
abutting portion 430 integrally formed in upper link 423. Kubota, col. 3, 11. 
24-25, 38-39; Fig. 1. In other words, each flange is not movably connected 
relative to each bridge, because each bridge and corresponding flange is one 
integral piece. As such. Appellants have shown the Examiner erred in 
rejecting claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kubota and 
Kotkata.^ Further, the rejection of dependent claims 2-5 and 9-11 is also in 
error by virtue of their dependence from claim 1. 

We reverse the decision of the Examiner to reject claims 1-5 and 9-11. 

REVERSED 



vsh 



^ The Examiner did not rely on Kotkata for teaching tread elements having 
bridge elements connected movably to flange elements. Ans. passim. 
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